MATRIX OF HUMANITARIAN FINANCE ISSUES:  
Provisional Snapshot to Inform Architecture Discussion

(drafted by IASC GHD Contact Group)
	Topic;
Key issues for IASC
	Key issues for donors


	Groups doing substantive work on topic 
	Studies/papers analysing the topic


	Links with GHD Workplan


	Issues for follow-up with GHD (i.e. CG’s plans for this issue)

	(A)
	(B)
	(C)
	(D)
	(E)
	(F)

	Early recovery  
	
	
	
	
	

	· Insufficient, untimely and unpredictable funding for ER activities

· ER funding gap even more acute in areas that fall outside the main ‘clusterised’ sectors (e.g. ER coordination/assessment/planning; Rule of Law; Land & Property; Reintegration; non-agricultural livelihoods; Governance; etc.)

· Lack of specific funding line for ER in donors’ budgets;

· Narrow definition of/funding criteria for ‘humanitarian assistance’ still upheld by certain donors   Low priority given by humanitarian donors to ER activities vis-à-vis emergency relief.

· Gaps on the side of planning and funding requests – some persisting uncertainty about the extent to which quasi-humanitarian
 activities should be included in CAPs, and how to plan and fundraise for them where no CAP exists.
  
	1.  Narrow criteria for donors’ humanitarian budget lines

2.Difficulties of balancing quasi-humanitarian funding with that for emergency relief

3. Need evidence to show that quasi-humanitarian funding actually frees up funds for emergency relief, in that they avert humanitarian need or end aid dependence faster.
	IASC CAP SWG

BCPR/UNDP

UNDOCO 

CWGER

UNDG-ECHA Working Group on Transition
	Montreux 2000 (whose meeting note stated clearly that ER should be in CAPs, unless and until separate planning and fundraising mechanism is developed).

CWGER Study on Early Recovery Financing (September 2008)

Ongoing study by OECD/DAC on Mapping of Transition Financing Procedures and Mechanisms
	GHD meeting 10-Apr-08: “Regarding perceived funding gaps for DRR and early recovery, it was suggested that better evidence be supplied through a stocktaking of funding in both humanitarian and development channels.”

ER/DRR not mentioned in 2008-9 GHD workplan. 

GHD Principle n. 9: “Provide humanitarian assistance in ways that are supportive of recovery and long-term development, striving to ensure support, where appropriate, to the maintenance and return of sustainable livelihoods and transitions from humanitarian relief to recovery and development activities”..
 
	Important point on which to engage the GHD donor group.

Need for full recognition by donors that ER requirements fall legitimately within the scope of the key humanitarian funding mechanisms (primarily CAPs and Flash Appeals). 



	Partnerships

	
	
	
	
	

	- Accountabilities linked to partnership framework – NGOs want to be on  equal footing with agencies esp on policy and strategy setting; shift away from “contract” relationship towards programme partnership; agreements to be tailored for emergency contexts; consistency in arrangements; capacity building for local NGOs.  

-  Humanitarian financing – access to funds (direct, indirect, advance payments); timeliness and predictability of sub-granting pooled funds or donor contributions to NGOs; issue of indirect programme support costs; ; information sharing on fundraising

3.  Enhanced business processes – delays in signing agreements,   and getting monies.  Move towards global MOU, pre-qualification, approval and review of partners during preparedness phase.
	Same as GHD-CG (column A)


	Global Humanitarian Platform

Montreux and GHD fora

IASC Working Group

CERF Partnership Task Force 


	“Enhancing UN-NGO humanitarian financing partnerships” – paper prepared by NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project members et al. for Montreux 2009

“International Humanitarian Financing” – Abby Stoddard

“GHD Indirect Support Cost Study” – Tasneem Mowjee

“CERF Partnership Arrangements and Forward Disbursements to NGOs” – prepared by the CERF partnership task force (2007)

CERF Two-Year Evaluation – Martin Barber et al.

Cluster Approach Evaluation Report – Stoddard et al.

Irish-commissioned GHD study on “Approaches to NGO financing for humanitarian interventions” (at TOR stage)


	Under theme 1: Enhancing partnership – reinforcing the humanitarian system model; Activity 1: Strengthened systematic dialogue between donors and humanitarian partner organizations in support of Principles of Partnership
	CG does not have detailed expertise on this issue that CERF Partnership Task Force has developed; thus will leave it to them or their successor  

	Transaction Costs and streamlining
	
	
	
	
	

	- The introduction of pooled funds and CERF has had major impact on work UN organizations and NGOS. These mechanisms are shifting transaction costs associated with fundraising, allocation of funds and reporting to recipient agencies and cluster leads and to the field.

- Emergence of two-tiered system: traditional HQ fund raising role remains, with parallel framework created in program countries; UN Agencies and NGOs now have to compete for funding at country level;  Workload for most has increased and nature of work has become more complex; New sets of managerial skills required beyond technical competencies; Extended field presence needed to compete.

- Irreversible interdependency of cluster approach and pooled funds (Pooled funds give clusters additional ability to direct resources to core priorities)


	- Accelerated decentralization of resource mobilization to the field (traditional HQ fund raising role remains, with parallel framework created in program countries)

- Shift in accountability from donors to pooled funds recipients (less project management workload for donors for CHF countries)

- Weakened predictability at individual agency level (overall predictability of pooled funding is sound, as pledges come in early, and funds are paid in at beginning of year)


	UN agencies participants in the Transaction Costs Study (FAO, UNHCR, UNICEF, WFP and WHO) and members of the Study’s Advisory Board 


	Study of Transaction Costs Associated with Humanitarian Pooled Funds - Dirk Salomons, Praxis Group:

	3. Humanitarian financing and allocation  based on identified need:

- Discuss complementarity between humanitarian financing mechanisms

-  Cumulative overhead costs


	CG and/or Humanitarian Financing Working Group to brief GHD on the conclusions of the TC study and IASC and stimulate a discussion on the need to have complementarity between humanitarian funding mechanisms and on the issue of increased 'transaction costs'.



	Harmonizing procedures and reporting requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	- Varying formats causes repetitive reporting and increased transaction costs.  

	- Reports are late, incomplete, and inadequate. 
	
	
	Was on GHD workplans for several years starting in 2004, but not any more, even though not much harmonization has been achieved.
	CG should revive GHD focus on this, until necessary harmonization is achieved

	Monitoring & Evaluation (best practices); accountability
	
	
	
	
	

	General agreement within IASC that M&E is important for demonstrating effectiveness and informing operational and strategic decision-making. However, it must not impose major new reporting burdens; plus, cluster leads must be resourced for their necessary role in M&E.

	Accountability and proving effectiveness—both at the level of single-org grant recipients, and the collectivity of humanitarian orgs in a crisis.  Special attention to accountability and performance (impact indicators) of pooled fund grants, and to collective  or aggregate reporting in CAPs.
- Lack of system-wide project monitoring repeatedly identified as key weakness of humanitarian response, with pooled funds putting a spotlight on this issue.
	OECD-DAC (in the sense of peer review)

CHF Virtual Working Group

IASC CAP SWG

Global Cluster Leads 

UNDOCO (re MDTFs)

CERF Inter-Agency Group plus CERF Partnership Task Force
	CHF replication blueprint

CAP 2009 Guidelines

(Consultancies on CAP M&E under way in DRC, and by OCHA Policy Branch)
CERF two-year evaluation - Martin Barber et al.

CERF Interim Review - Sheila Dohoo Faure, Max Glaser

CERF Review of First Year of Operations -CIDA
	Not mentioned in 2008-9 GHD workplan; however donors emphasise to the IASC at every opportunity that they see this as a necessity for the IASC to implement.
	No strong CG interest in taking on this issue, as it is already being advanced effectively in several other fora.

	Common Needs Assessment 
	
	
	
	
	

	- Lack of crucial information available to decision-makers in most humanitarian situations, as needs assessments usually conducted sporadically and without an agreed common strategy.  

- Few situations are assessed as a whole, making prioritization within and across contexts difficult.  

- Impact can not be gauged due to lack of data, leading most evaluations to use process indicators (e.g. number of beneficiaries served).

	Same as (A)
	IASC Needs Assessment Group 
	Allocating humanitarian funding

according to need:

towards analytical frameworks for donors
	ECHO has pushed the IASC on this during its GHD co-chairmanship 
	Leave to NAG, though serve as interlocutor with GHD as needed

	Cluster lead funding
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Achieving better sectoral leadership in the field; capitalising on their investments in the Global Cluster Appeals

	Global Clusters Leads group; IASC CAP SWG
	Cluster Approach Evaluation Report
CERF two-year evaluation

Study of Transaction Costs Associated with Humanitarian Pooled Funds
	
	None – leave to GCLs and CAP SWG

	Financial crisis
	
	
	
	
	

	 1. Persistent advocacy with donors to maintain their aid commitments (and social budgets) during the financial crisis.

2.  Impact on multi-lateral funding mechanisms, e.g. potential towards more pooled funds which reduce donor transaction costs (but increase for agencies).  Focus should continue to make PF mechanisms more effective while also advocating for increased flexible bilateral funding.

3. Potential cuts to non-life saving, preparedness and early recovery, transition funding.  Underfunded chronic emergencies are also likely to suffer.  Need to monitor risks and impact.  Concerted efforts needed with different partners to assist in securing additional funding. 

4. Ensure effectiveness of interventions, including making stronger linkages between humanitarian and development agendas and national capacity development. 

	Decline in revenue and GDP coupled with urgent needs at home resulting in tightening of government budgets, less discretionary funding and likely reduction in ODA.
	CAP – SWG

Agencies and NGOs individually 

IASC Working Group

IASC Principals (discussed it at April09 meeting)
CERF inter-agency group
	Agency corporate messages

The Global Financial and Economic Crisis and Its Potential Impact on the Humanitarian Sector – by Meinrad Studer for OCHA
	Under theme 3: Humanitarian financing and allocation based on identified need; Activity on complementarity between humanitarian financing mechanisms and Cumulative overhead (transaction) costs

Under theme 5: Mainstreaming GHD into individual donor action; Activity on monitoring of donor performance on GHD
	Items A1, 2 and 3 

	Resource allocation issues
	
	
	
	
	

	1. allocation frameworks for providing funds in proportion to need; 2. donor coordination; 3. promoting needs-based decision-making 
- More timely and balanced funding according to needs – a fundamental issue

- Limited access to guidelines on funding decision-making process and policies among donors, oftentimes domestic and foreign policy considerations are taken into account.  Current donor approaches to allocating according to need include the use of thresholds to trigger response and more extensive indexes of severity such as ECHO’s GNA.  

- Lack of coordination among donors and then between donors and pooled funds to ensure complementarity (particularly at the field level where donors with a significant presence tend to favor a ‘go it alone’ approach, undercutting coordination gains made by the reform). 
	More effective and efficient funding; need to mutually orchestrate funding decisions to avoid gaps and duplications
	GHD donor group; IASC CAP SWG; CERF IA Group; and more
	EC/UK-commissioned study for GHD on “Baseline 'mapping' of existing

donor coordination

groups/mechanisms at the field

level” (forthcoming)

Allocating humanitarian funding

according to need:

towards analytical frameworks for donors
	Clear links
	Stimulating needs-based decision-making and better donor coordination should be a key focus on GHD CG

	Quality and quantity of humanitarian funding 
	
	
	
	
	

	1. diversity of funding sources; 2. early and multi-year commitments; 3. balance across crises and sectors; 4. timeliness; 5. flexibility 
- Consider the full array of financing instruments and their particular capacities in deciding when and where to emphasize a certain channel. 

- Practice diversity in funding tools.

	(too numerous to mention)
	GHD group 
	The Quality of Money: Donor Behaviour in Humanitarian Financing - Ian Smillie and Larry Minear (2003)

Smoke and Mirrors: Deficiencies in Disaster Funding - Peter Walker; Ben Wisner; Jennifer Leaning and Larry Minear (2005)
	These are the GHD Principles, hence are fundamental to most aspects of GHD workplans
	Fundamental to CG. First steps: institute real-time monitoring system vis-à-vis these GHD principles and indicators

	Strengthening strategic planning frameworks
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Effective and efficient humanitarian action through coordination, prioritisation and a strategic approach
	IASC CAP SWG
	An External Review of the Consolidated Appeals Process- Toby Porter (2002)

Update of 2006-2008 Consolidated Appeals Process – CIDA (2008)

Comparative Study – the DR Congo and Cote d’Ivoire appeals: needs analysis, project selection, and prioritisation (IASC CAP SWG, 2008)

Flash Appeal Overhaul Paper (IASC CAP SWG, 2008)

CAP Study for Montreux 2009 (Lewis Sida)
	Essential to allow funding according to need
	Recommend leaving it to CAP SWG


� Also sometimes called peri-humanitarian, to encompass preparedness and DRR – the ‘before and after.’  Perhaps “non-relief humanitarian” is the most accurate, though awkward.


� Definition approved by UN General Assembly in Resolution A/RES/62/211: “partnerships are voluntary and collaborative relationships between various partners, both public and non-public, in which all participants agree to work together to achieve a common purpose or undertake a specific task and, as mutually agreed to share risks, responsibilities, resources and benefits”.
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